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METHOD, COMPUTER SOFTWARE, AND
SYSTEM FOR PROVIDING END TO END

SECURITY PROTECTION OF AN ONLINE
TRANSACTION

The present application 1s a continuation of U.S. applica-
tion Ser. No. 12/029,098, filed Feb. 11, 2008 (now U.S. Pat.
No. 8,156,552) which 1s a continuation of U.S. application
Ser. No. 10/357,868, filed Feb. 4, 2003, (now U.S. Pat. No.
7,331,062), which 1s a continuation-in-part of U.S. applica-
tion Ser. No. 10,231,557, filed Aug. 30, 2002 (now U.S. Pat.
No. 7,748,039), the disclosures of each of the above-refer-
enced applications are mcorporated by reference herein 1n
their entireties.

BACKGROUND

The present disclosure relates generally to information
handling systems, and more particularly to a method, com-
puter soltware, and system for providing online security pro-
tection against identity theit and fraud, hereinatiter referred to
as Online Thelt, during an online transaction with an infor-
mation handling system. When a user goes to a web site to
perform an online transaction, the user 1s asked to provide
personal identification information and personal financial
information. Hackers use Trojan Horses (““Irojans™) to steal
this information from the user. The hacker can then use this
information to commit theft or fraud against the user, usually
an 1ndividual or small business mitiating the transaction, or
against the organization hosting the transaction. This disclo-
sure presents a method, computer software, and system that
can be provided to users so that they and the companies they
do business with are automatically protected from this form
of Online Thett.

The disclosure 1s novel because 1t protects users at the very
moment of risk to Online Thett and it protects them automati-
cally without the users having to install software, configure
software or perform complex operations to protect them-
selves. An online transaction must be protected throughout
the ditferent portions of the network that are used to complete
it. While there currently exist adequate measures to protect
the enterprise hosting the transaction and to protect the net-
work traffic between the end user and the enterprise, there are
not adequate security measures to protect the end user’s sys-
tem from being compromised by a hacker seeking to perform
Online Theft. The disclosure 1s significant because 1t provides
the last portion of protection required to secure an online
transaction.

To date, online transactions are secured at the enterprise
server by a variety of enterprise security measures such as
firewalls and Network Intrusion Detection Systems. These
security measures protect the information handling system
initiating the transaction, hereinafter referred to as the client
computer, from hackers who have compromised the various
web servers, application servers or database servers used to
execute the transaction. The online transaction 1s also pro-
tected as 1t traverses the network by end to end encryption.
Encryption protects the user from hackers who might capture
the messages sent back and forth across the network by tap-
ping mto the systems and links that are used to connect the
user’s computer to the enterprise hosting the transaction. But
the weak link 1n protecting an online transaction has been the
lack of adequate security at the endpoint, 1.e. at the client
computer where the online transaction i1s initiated. The
present disclosure provides security at the endpoint by detect-
ing Trojan Horses that are used by hackers to infect the
endpoint. The endpoint 1s protected automatically whenever a
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user 1nitiates an online transaction 1n which the user discloses
confidential information that could subject to Online Theft.
The present disclosure thereby ensures end to end online
transaction security.

Trojan Horses (““Irojans™) are a particular type of mali-
cious code. Malicious code 1s code that executes on an 1nfor-
mation handling system, typically a computer, but it can also
be a Personal Digital Assistant or other information handling
device, and i1s intended to damage the computer, secretly
collect information from the computer, alter the computer
without the permission of the computer’s user, or use the
computer against the wishes of the computer’s user. The
Trojan horse 1s executable code that can exist in one of many
forms. For example, some but not all of the forms that Trojans
can be instantiated 1n executable code are as one or more
programs, threads inside other programs, plugins or shared
modules loaded by other programs, or modules loaded 1nto
operating system kernel memory 1n the manner of a device
driver or loadable kernel module. A Trojan 1s a form of mali-
cious code that enables a person to remotely control someone
clse’s computer. The person who remotely controls the com-
puter 1s hereinatter referred to as the “Evil Hacker” or simply
the “hacker” while the person whose computer 1s being
remotely controlled 1s hereinafter referred to as the “Innocent
Victim”. BackOrifice2000, SubSeven, NetBus and OptixPro
are all examples of Trojans. Trojans are sometimes referred to
as “back-doors” or “hacker back-doors.”

Most Trojans have two components, the client program
(Trojan Client) that 1s run on the Evil Hacker’s computer and
the server program Trojan Server) that 1s run on the Innocent
Victim’s computer. Some Trojans have only a Trojan Server
that can be remotely controlled through manually entered
commands rather than through the programmatic interface of
a Trojan Client.

There are many ways to infect a computer with a Trojan
including sending the Innocent Victim the Trojan Server dis-
guised as a valid program, copying the Trojan Server onto the
Innocent Victim’s computer, or exploiting a vulnerability 1n
the Innocent Victim’s computer to place the Trojan Server on
the computer.

A Trojan Horse 1s a tool that hackers frequently use to
perform Online Theft. In order to perform an online transac-
tion, a user must go to a particular web site, hereinafter
referred to as the Transaction Portal, where the transaction 1s
hosted. The user must then 1dentity himself. This 1s typically
done through a login procedure 1n which the user enters his
username and password. If the transaction involves financial
payment, then the user must also provide other personal
financial information. Even 11 the user does not enter 1n addi-
tional financial or personal information, this information may
be sent from the server performing the transaction to the end
user so that 1t can then be seen by a hacker.

If the mnocent victim computer 1s performing such an
online financial transaction, the evil hacker can use the Trojan
Horse to capture the username and password of the innocent
victim or any other confidential personal or financial data.
Once the username and password are known to the evil hacker
(1dentity theit), the hacker can log i from the mnocent vic-
tim’s computer or any other computer and transier funds from
the mnocent victim’s account (financial theft) and 1t wall
appear as though the transaction is a valid one. If the user has
provided personal financial information such as a credit card
number, then the hacker can also perform financial theft and
fraud by using this information elsewhere.

Also, the evil hacker can simply remotely control the inno-
cent victim’s computer during the online banking session
without reusing the username and password by taking over
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the session and performing a seemingly valid transaction
from the 1nnocent victim’s computer. Another way for the evil
hacker to commuit fraud is for the hacker to login from a
completely different system while using the identity of the
innocent victim, and using the information gathered by the
Trojan Horse, to perform a transaction from that system.

Anti-Trojan programs that are intended to prevent Trojans
used for Online Thelt may have previously been installed on
the mnocent victim’s computer. Nevertheless, even 1f the
anti-Trojan program has been installed previously, the parties
to the transaction cannot be certain that the program is still
working at the time the transaction 1s executed. Therefore, to
protect the parties involved 1n the transaction, it 1s necessary
to ensure that a method for detecting malicious code used for
Online Theft 1s available at the time the transaction 1is
executed.

Accordingly, 1t 1s desirable to provide an improved method
for detecting Trojans in a computer system whenever a user

about to perform an online transaction and 1s, therefore, atrisk
of online theft.

SUMMARY

According to one embodiment, a method for implementing
an online transaction security product includes downloading
an online transaction security product program from a web
site to a browser operating on an information handling sys-
tem. The transaction security product program 1s hosted on
the Transaction Portal and 1s downloaded 1n order to protect
the client computer at the time that the parties to the transac-
tion are at risk of Online Theft. The anti-malicious code
program 1s configured to detect malicious code on the infor-
mation handling system. The anti-malicious code program
operates to detect malicious code and to remove 1t from the
information handling system. The removal of the malicious
code reduces or eliminates the ability of an evil hacker to use
the malicious code to perform Online Theit. The detection
and removal of the malicious code takes place either imme-
diately betfore the login sequence, immediately after the login
sequence or during the time period 1n which the transaction 1s
being performed. Computer-readable media and an informa-
tion handling system are also disclosed.

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE DRAWINGS

FIG. 1 1s a system block diagram of an information han-
dling system for implementation of the method of detecting a
Trojan according to one embodiment of the present disclo-
Sure;

FIG. 2 illustrates a detection architecture of a Trojan detec-
tion program according to one embodiment of the present
disclosure; and

FIG. 3 1s a block diagram view of online security protection
according to another embodiment of the present disclosure.

DETAILED DESCRIPTION

The Environment

The present disclosure protects both parties to an online
transaction from Online Thett. The first party 1s the enterprise
that 1s hosting the transaction. The enterprise provides a
Transaction Portal, or stmply Portal, that consists of an Inter-
net web site with an Internet server. The Internet web site
allows users to log in to through the Portal to gain access to the
web site 1 order to execute transactions. The Portal can
provide access to Intranet users or to Internet users. For the
purposes of the present disclosure 1t doesn’t matter if the
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4

Portal supports users over an Intranet or an Internet, so we
will hereimnatter refer to the Portal as a Portal to the Internet.

The user has a computer that we refer to as the client
machine. The client machine i1s executing an Internet
Browser, referred to hereinafter as simply a browser, that 1s
used to access the Internet. The user can navigate to the Portal
and log 1n to the web site that the enterprise hosts. Multiple
users can simultaneously access the Portal.

An evil hacker has another computer that 1s connected to
the Internet. The evil hacker can infect the user’s client
machine with a Trojan Horse. When the client machine 1s
infected we refer to the infected user as the Innocent Victim.

in FIG. 1, a system block diagram of an information han-
dling system 10 for implementing the method of providing
online security protection according to one embodiment of
the present disclosure 1s shown. Information handling system
10 includes one or more of: a central processing unit (CPU)
12, memory 14, mnput/output (I/O) devices, such as a display,
a keyboard, a mouse, and associated controllers, collectively
designated by a reference numeral 16, a hard disk drive 18, or
other storage devices or media drives, such as may include a
floppy disk drive, a CD-ROM drive, a DVD drive, and the
like, collectively designated by a reference numeral 20, or
various other subsystems, such as a network interface card,
wireless communication link, etc, collectively designated by
a reference numeral 22, all interconnected, for example, via
one or more buses, shown collectively as a bus 24. Examples
ol an information handling system may include a computer
system, a personal digital assistant, a thin client device, a
thick client device, or similar information handling device.

In one embodiment, information handling system (IHS) 10
1s configured with a suitable operating system to install and
run executable code, programs, etc., from one or more com-
puter readable media 26, such as a floppy disk, CD-ROM,
DVD, or the like. Information handling system 10 may fur-
ther be configured for communicating with another informa-
tion handling system 28, for example, through a network 30
via a suitable communication link or links. The operating
system of IHS 10 may also be configured to install and run
programs, download data, etc., via network 30. The 1llustra-
tive embodiments of the present disclosure may be practiced
over an Intranet, the Internet, virtual private network, or other
suitable communication network.

Trojan Detection and Mitigation Program

According to one embodiment, the method of providing
online security protection 1s implemented 1n the form of com-
puter soltware, the computer software comprising nstruc-
tions executable by the CPU of a computer system, for
example, an Innocent Victim’s computer system. The mstruc-
tions include suitable program code processable by the com-
puter system Ifor performing the wvarious functions as
described herein. The various functions as discussed herein
can be programmed using programming techniques well
known 1n the art.

One method for detecting Trojans includes detecting a
server portion of a Trojan residing on a target computer sys-
tem, for example, an innocent victim computer system. The
method also 1dentifies the server portion of the Trojan when
the server portion 1s executing on the target computer. As
briefly discussed above, most Trojans have two components,
a client program (Trojan Client) that 1s run on an Evil Hack-
er’s computer and the server program (Trojan Server) that 1s
run on the Innocent Victim’s computer.

Accordingly, a method of detecting a Trojan includes a
procedure for detecting a Trojan Server, 1.e. the portion of a
Trojan that resides on the Innocent Victim’s computer sys-
tem. The procedure can be embodied 1n a computer program,
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for example, a Trojan detection program. The Trojan detec-
tion program detects the presence of a Trojan while 1t 1s
executing on a computer.

FIG. 2 illustrates an architecture of a Trojan detection
program 40 according to an embodiment of the present dis-
closure. The Trojan detection program 40 includes detection
routines 42 and a scoring algorithm 44. The detection routines
42 operatively couple to the operating system kernel 46 of the
computer system under mvestigation via application pro-
gramming interfaces (APIs) 48. The detection routines also
access process behavior data 50 and binary 1mage data 60,
according to the particular requirements of a corresponding
detection routine, further as discussed below.

In one embodiment, the Trojan detection program 1s con-
figured to operate as required for a given security application.
For example, the Trojan detection program can be configured
to execute at any time, on an as-needed basis, a periodic basis,
a random basis, another scheduled basis, or on an event driven
basis 1n response to a particular event according to the par-
ticular requirements of the security application. When the
Trojan detection program executes, it examines the charac-
teristics and behaviors of all computer programs that are
executing at the current time on the subject computer system.
The Trojan detection program evaluates each computer pro-
gram that 1s running on the computer system under 1investi-
gation, to determine whether the running computer program
1s a valid program or a Trojan.

The Trojan detection program 40 contains detection rou-
tines 42, including valid program detection routines 52 and
Trojan detection routines 54. The valid program detection
routines 52 include one or more routines 1dentified by v1, v2,
v3,...,vMin FIG. 2. The valid program detection routines
52 are configured to determine whether the program under
ivestigation has characteristics and behaviors usually asso-
ciated with a valid program. The Trojan detection routines 54
include one or more routines identified by t1,t2,t3, ..., tN1n
FIG. 2. The Trojan detection routines 54 are configured to
determine whether the program under investigation has char-
acteristics and behaviors usually associated with a Trojan.

In one embodiment, the valid program detection routines
52 and the Trojan detection routines 54 are configured to
gather information about each program under investigation
by examining the program itself and by looking for informa-
tion about the program 1n the operating system 46. The detec-
tionroutines 42 access information from the operating system
46 using application programming interfaces (APIs) 48 to the
operating system. The API’s 48 can include documented
APT’s, undocumented API’s, direct access to resources of the
computer or information handling system such as memory or
network connections, or kernel or device driver interfacing.
The detection routines 42 gather information from the pro-
gram 1tsell by examining one or more of a binary image of the
program that 1s stored in memory, a binary image of the
program that 1s stored on disk or other media, the character-
istics and behavior of the program, and any other related
programs (such as libraries used by the program under inves-
tigation), represented by reference numerals 50 and 60 in
FIG. 2.

For example, a detection routine 42 can be configured to
take 1nto account the following. Many Trojans log keystrokes
on the Innocent Victim’s computer and transmit the keystroke
data from the Innocent Victim’s computer to the Evil Hack-
er’s computer. In one embodiment, a Trojan detection routine
54 determines whether or not the program being examined 1s
logging keystrokes. Since there are many different ways for a
program to log keystrokes, one or more of the Trojan detec-
tion routines 54 can be configured to examine the program
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under investigation to determine whether the program 1s
using any of a number of different mechamsms for logging
keystrokes.

The Trojan detection program 40 further includes a scoring,
algorithm 44. The scoring algorithm calculates two scores—a
valid program score 56 and a Trojan score 58. If the result of
a valid program detection routine 52 indicates that the char-
acteristic or behavior of the program being examined was that
of a valid program, then a weight, Wi, 1s associated with the
routine and that weight contributes positively to the valid
program score 56. A weight, Wi, 1s assigned to each valid
program detection routine, for 1=1 to M, where M 1s the

number of valid program detection routines.
If the result of a Trojan detection routine 34 indicates that

the characteristic or behavior of the program being examined
was that of a Trojan, then a weight, Wi, 1s associated with the
routine and that weight contributes positively to the Trojan
score 58. A weight, Wj, 1s assigned each Trojan detection
routine, for 1=1 to N, where N 1s the number of Trojan detec-
tion routines.

According to one embodiment, the scoring algorithm 44
comprises an algorithm that includes an algebraic formula for
determining the two scores 56 and 58. The scoring algorithm
1s dependent on the valid program detection routines 52 and
the weights, W1, associated with each valid program detection
routine, 1n addition to, the Trojan detection routines 34 and
the weights Wi, associated with each Trojan detection rou-
tine. The algebraic formula or equation can also be made
arbitrarilly complex, for example, to include associating
weilghts to one or more to combinations of detection routines
42.

In one embodiment, the scoring algorithm 44 includes an
algebraic equation defined as a sum of weighted values. For
example, the algebraic equation for the valid program detec-
tion routines can include an equation as given by:

M
VALIDSCORE = Z W,
i=1

where Wi=weight of a valid detection routine vi for 1=1 to
M.
Similarly, the algebraic equation for the Trojan detection
routines can include an equation as given by:

N
TROJANSCORE =) W,
=1

where Wi=weight of a Trojan detection routine tj for 1=1 to
N.

In another embodiment, more complex forms of the scor-
ing algorithm 44 can be implemented 1n the form of more
sophisticated algebraic formulae.

If a program under 1mvestigation exceeds a valid program
score threshold, V, __, then 1t 1s determined that the program
1s a valid program. If that program exceeds a Trojan score
threshold, T,, __, then it 1s determined that the program 1s a
Trojan program. If a program 1s deemed to be valid using the
valid algorithm, then it 1s sometimes removed from consid-
eration from additional Trojan score routines.

Executable code and/or programs under investigation may
also have some of the characteristics and behaviors of valid
programs and some of the characteristics and behaviors of
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Trojans. If a program does not exceed either threshold or it a
program does not have a significant difference between the
valid program score 56 and the Trojan score 58, then accord-
ing to another embodiment of the present disclosure, the
method 1dentifies the program 1n another category of Suspi-
cious Programs or Anomalous Programs.

In one embodiment, the method for detecting malicious
code on a computer system includes executing a malicious
code detection program on the computer system. The mali-
cious code detection program includes detection routines.
The malicious code detection program applies the detection
routines to programs running on the computer system during,
the execution of the malicious code detection program. The
detection routines are assigned weights that are factored by a
scoring algorithm to determine a composite score based on
the results of the detection routines and their associated
weights. For example, a malicious code detection routine has
a weight associated with it, such that 1f the malicious code
detection routine determines that a given code under investi-
gation 15 a Trojan, then the weight 1s applied positively
towards the malicious code score for the code under investi-
gation. Lastly, the malicious code detection program deter-
mines whether one or more programs of all programs running,
on the computer system during operation of the malicious
code detection program 1s a valid program or malicious code
as a function of the weights assigned to the detection routines.

In another embodiment, the method 1s configured to detect
malicious code 1n the form of a Trojan horse on a computer
having an operating system. The method includes executing a
malicious code detection program on the computer. Detection
routines of the malicious code detection program are config-
ured to gather information about programs running on the
computer during execution of the malicious code detection
program. The detection routines include at least one selected
from the group consisting of a) examining each executable
code or program 1tself and b) searching for information about
cach executable code or program 1n the operating system. For
example, examining code or a program can include examin-
ing a binary image of the same, wherever the binary image
may reside, within the IHS or in computer readable media
accessible to the IHS. In addition, the detection routines fur-
ther consist of valid program detection routines and malicious
code detection routines.

The malicious code detection program applies the detec-
tion routines to the programs runmng on the computer. In
response to a detection of a valid program or malicious code,
the detection routines assigns weights to respective programs
under test as a function of a respective detection routine.
Lastly, the malicious code detection program determines
whether a program 1s a valid program or malicious code as a
function of the weights assigned by the detection routines.
Determining whether the program 1s a valid program or mali-
cious code mvolves the scoring of an execution of each detec-
tion routine as a function of a respective weight. A scoring,
algorithm 1s used to 1dentily a program as malicious code 1n
response to a valid score and a malicious code score, as
discussed herein.

In yet another embodiment, the method for detecting mali-
cious code on a computer system includes executing detec-
tion routines, the detection routines having been configured to
examine at least one selected from the group consisting of
characteristics and behaviors of programs running on the
computer system. For example, the detection routines can be
configured to access process behavior data of a program
running on the computer system. In addition, the character-
istics and behaviors may include one or more of logging
keystrokes, saving a display screen view, uploading files,
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downloading files, running programs, and controlling a dis-
play screen of the computer system.

Subsequent to execution of one or more of the detection
routines, weights are assigned as a function of the examined
characteristics and behaviors, the assigned weights indicative
of a valid program or malicious code as a function of respec-
tive detection routines. Lastly, the method determines
whether a program 1s malicious code as a function of the
weilghts assigned by the detection routines.

In the embodiment of the previous paragraph, the detection
routines include valid program detection routines and mali-
cious code detection routines. The valid program detection
routines are configured to determine whether the program
exhibits at least one or more characteristics and behaviors
associated with a valid program. The malicious code detec-
tion routines are configured to determine whether the pro-
gram exhibits at least one or more characteristics and behav-
10rs associated with malicious code.

In one embodiment, the method of detecting Trojans 1s
carried out 1n the form of a computer program. The computer
program 1s executed on a desired computer system for detect-
ing any potential Trojans present on the computer system.
Execution of the computer program continues until all active
programs on the computer system have been tested and evalu-
ated. Alternatively, other criteria may be established for a
duration of testing with the Trojan detection program. For
example, execution of the malicious code detection program
can be configured to occur 1n response to one or more of a
random 1nitiation and a periodic 1nitiation.

According to another embodiment, the Trojan detection
program comprises a small program configured for being
delivered quickly, as well as, for being executed quickly. The
Trojan detection program can be delivered to the innocent
victim’s computer over a network, such as a Local Area
Network (LAN), Wide Area Network (WAN), Internet, 1ntra-
net, or any other global computer network 30. The Trojan
detection program may also be delivered via suitable com-
puter readable media, such as, media 26 shown 1n FIG. 1.

While not stopping an infection of the computer system
with Trojans, the methods of the present embodiments
include 1dentifying a Trojan when executing on a computer
system. The method of identifying a Trojan could be com-
bined with other methods, for example, a method for detect-
ing infection, resulting 1n a more robust computer system
malicious code protection implementation.

Procedure for Detecting and Mitigating Malicious Code Used
for Online Theft

A method of providing online security protection will now
be described in connection with FIG. 3. The method for
providing online security protection includes downloading an
anti-malicious code program from a web server to a user’s
information handling system terminal. In one embodiment,
the anti-malicious code program includes an anti-Trojan Pro-
gram. For example, the anti-Trojan Program may include a
Trojan detection program having a scoring algorithm, detec-
tion routines, and application behavior data collection as dis-
cussed herein above. The anti-Trojan program further
includes a program for performing mitigation actions and an
unquarantine program. The mitigation actions include at least
one of disabling and quarantine of the malicious code
detected by the Trojan detection program. The unquarantine
program provides additional functionality for reversing the
quarantine of code previously detected by the Trojan detec-
tion program as malicious code, as discussed further herein.

In FIG. 3, at 70, the anti-Trojan program 72 1s downloaded
from a given web page of a web site configured to host the
online security protection. In one embodiment, the anti-Tro-
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jan program includes a plug-in that 1s downloaded a first time,
thereatfter 1t 1s cached and runs 1n the context of the browser
operating on the user’s system. At 74, the plug-in installs an
unquarantine program 76 on the user’s system and adds a
system tray icon 78. At 80, the plug-in 74 runs the detection
technology contained therein and then performs one or more
mitigation functions/actions 82 1n response to finding a Tro-
jan.

According to another embodiment, the online security pro-
tection method includes protecting users of online transac-
tions from 1dentity theit and fraud via Trojan Horse detection
technology.

According to yet another embodiment, the online security
protection method includes distributing a security technology
configured to protect an online user, 1n response 1o accessing
a web site, and for which the online user 1s about to perform
a critical transaction that would benefit from a higher level of
security.

In another embodiment, the online security protection
method provides for distribution of a security technology
including technology for detection of Trojan Horses. The
method 1s also applicable to future security product’s that
could be distributed 1n a similar manner, e.g. a firewall, a
detection technology for other forms of malicious code, etc.

The method of the present embodiments provides protec-
tion for auser of an online transaction from Trojan Horses and
therefore provides protection against identity theit and fraud
from hackers using Trojan Horses. According to one embodi-
ment, the method protects the innocent victim by detecting
and removing Trojan Horses at the point of entry imnto the
online financial transaction. By detecting and removing the
Trojan Horse at the point of entry to the online financial
transaction, such as the login sequence to an online bank
website, the innocent victim 1s assured that his session cannot
be remotely controlled. In addition, the method includes sug-
gested measures for organizing an online banking session so
that an online banking customer user can make sure that the
username and password are secure, 1 a Trojan Horse was
active at the time of the login to the online banking session. In
one embodiment, the online transaction security protection
method employs Trojan Horse detection and removal tech-
nology, hereatter called the anti-Trojan program, as described
herein. The anti-Trojan program 1s activated immediately
prior to or after the login sequence. If the anti-Trojan program
1s imtiated immediately prior to the login sequence, then the
Trojan can be removed before the username and password
entered during the login sequence are compromised. IT the
anti-Trojan program 1s activated immediately after the login
sequence, then the Trojan can be removed atter the username
and password have been compromised but the user can be
prompted to change their password at that point 1n time. This
reduces the window of vulnerability and helps to protect the
user from an evil hacker who may have just captured the
user’s username and password.

According to another embodiment of the present disclo-
sure, the method for providing online security protection of
an online transaction does not require that the anti-Trojan
program 1s run at the point of entry to the online web site, e.g.,
the financial web site. That 1s, the online security protection
measures can be run at any point during the online session.
Furthermore, 1t 1s sometimes desirable to run the anti-Trojan
program repeatedly during the lifetime of the online financial
transaction session. Running the anti-Trojan program repeat-
edly during the lifetime of the online financial transaction
session guards against a Trojan infection that could occur
after the login sequence and before the end of the session.
Running the anti-Trojan program repeatedly or even continu-
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ously reduces the probability that a Trojan infection can occur

that would compromise confidential information.

It should be noted that the online financial transaction may
include any number of online financial transactions, includ-
ing mquiries relating to account balance, transaction history,
ctc. relating to one or more financial transactions. Therefore,
the current embodiment includes the ability to run the anti-
Trojan program repeatedly or continuously during the ses-
sion. Running the program continuously can be done by
launching the anti-Trojan program on an event driven basis.
One embodiment of the present disclosure provides for trig-
gering the anti-Trojan program to be run every time that a new
program 1s started on the mnocent victim’s computer. By
triggering the startup of the anti-Trojan program on a new
process being started, the anti-Trojan will be able to detect
any new Trojans that are started during the session.

Unique aspects of the embodiments of the present disclo-
sure include the way in which the security product program 1s
distributed, 1.e. packaged and delivered, as well as how the
security product program 1s integrated into the online finan-
cial transaction system.

Integration into the Online Financial Transaction Procedure
In the following discussion, the method shall be described

in connection with an example company X, wherein company

X hosts a web site for handling online transactions, such as

online financial transactions. The process 1s as follows:

1. Start at company X’s online login page.

a. It should be noted that starting at the company’s login
page 1s a likely scenario, but not a requirement. There are
many ways to determine 1f a user 1s a customer of Com-
pany X other than waiting for the user to login with a
valid account username and password. For instance, the
method can include leaving a cookie on the user’s infor-
mation handling system and checking the cookie via the
anti-Trojan plug-in to validate the user. Therefore, the
session that 1s being described does not necessarily need
to be started at the user’s login page. Nevertheless, this 1s
probably going to be the most common way for the
technology to be integrated mto a company’s web site.

2. User logs 1n. This assures that the anti-Trojan program can
only be made available to company X’s online customers.

3. User 1s directed to the page where the anti-Trojan program
15 hosted.

4. At this point, the institution can choose an opt-1n/opt-out
model or they can force the user into the security proce-
dure. The opt-1n/opt-out model gives the user the choice to
accept the anti-Trojan program thereby “opting-in” or to
refuse to accept the download of the anti-Trojan program,
thereby “opting-out”. In the opt-in/opt-out scenario, the
User 1s presented with a prompt asking the User to accept
or reject the anti-Trojan program. An example of a prompt
that a user would receive might include: “Do you trust
content from ‘Company X’ or “Do you want to install and
run Y. User clicks “OK” or “Cancel”.

1. OK: go to next step (go to step 5)

11. Cancel (this depends on the company’s policy):

1. skips the download and redirects the user to a page on
the online financial company X’s web site that nor-
mally follows the login page.

2. the user 1s forced to download the plug-in 1n order to
proceed with the session. (go to step 35)

3. The user 1s prohibited from entering the portion of the
web site that enables the user to perform a transaction.

If the institution has chosen to force the User to run the

anti-Trojan program, then the User 1s not prompted to make a

choice. In this case, the User 1s simply forced to go to the next

step (go to step S).
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5. The user’s information handling system automatically
downloads the anti-Trojan program. In one embodiment,
the program 1s somewhat specific to the particular operat-
ing system and the specific Internet browser of the user’s
information handling system. That 1s, some operating sys-
tems and browsers can execute the same program, while
some operating systems and browsers need a version that 1s
specific to them. According to another embodiment, the
download 1s preceded by a separate download of a program
that identifies the operating system and the type of internet
browser being used on the user’s mformation handling
system so that 1t can mitiate a download of the correct
version of the anti-Trojan program.

6. Once the anti-Trojan program 1s downloaded, it executes.
At some point during the execution, the anti-Trojan pro-
gram 1nstalls a resident program on the mnocent victim’s
computer and optionally a shortcut (e.g. a system tray icon
on a computer running Windows® OS) so that the user can
invoke the resident program at a later time. A further dis-
cussion of the resident program and 1ts purpose 1s pre-
sented herein below. When the anti-Trojan program
executes, the program detects any Trojans on the user’s
computer. There are several ways 1n which the anti-Trojan
can be configured:

a. If no Trojan 1s found, then the user 1s redirected to a web
page that allows them to proceed normally with the
online transaction session.

b. If a Trojan 1s found, then there are several procedures that
can be followed depending on a security protection
policy of the company:

1. The Trojan 1s simply detected:

1. The user can be notified that a Trojan was discov-
ered.

2. The user’s session can be terminated so as not to
allow the user to continue with the session since 1t
might have been compromised.

1. The Trojan can be detected and also Disabled:

1. Disabling means that the Trojan process 1s ‘killed’.

2. Disabling 1s a useful means of removing the Trojan
from the machine during the session. This 1s useful
because some applications behave like Trojans but
the user may want to keep them on the machine. An
example of this 1s PCAnywhere which 1s a legiti-
mate remote system administration tool. It may be
wise, depending on company policy, to prohibit the
running of such an application during an online
transaction session and yet to leave 1t on the 1nno-
cent victim’s system for future use.

111. The Trojan can be detected, Disabled, and also Quar-
antined:

1. Quarantining means that the Trojan application on
the disk drive 1s 1dentified and it 1s moved and
changed so that it cannot be started again at a later
time or date (1.e., respawned).

2. Quarantining can include Cleaning, which refers to
the process of removing all vestiges of the Trojan
from the innocent victim’s system (e.g., including
Microsolit Registry entries, associated files, etc.).

7. When execution of the anti-Trojan program completes, the
user may be notified of the status of the “scan”, e.g. a
notification that no Trojan was found or a notification that
a Trojan was found and removed.

8. Depending on the security policy of the company:

a. The anti-Trojan program redirects the user to a page that
allows the user to proceed with the online transaction.

b. The anti-Trojan program prevents the user from proceed-
ing with the online transaction if a Trojan was found. In
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addition, the program can cause the user to be logged out
or be asked to contact customer support.

c. The anti-Trojan program redirects the user to a page that
encourages (or forces) the user to change their password
and/or username. In this instance, changing the user
password and/or username 1s done since the Trojan scan
occurred after the user logged 1n and so the username
and password may have been compromised.

9. The anti-Trojan program also makes available a resident
program configured so that the user may Unquarantine a
program that has been Quarantined. Unquarantine reverses
the operation of the Quarantine action and restores the
corresponding program to its original location on disk. The
resident program can also include other functionalities
such as the ability to provide additional information on the
Trojans detected, the ability to view help or contact a
support organmization, etc. However, a primary purpose of
the resident program 1s to provide the ability to Unquaran-
tine what has been Quarantined. There are at least two
reasons why the user may wish to perform an Unquarantine
operation.

a. The anti-Trojan program may have mistakenly identified
a valid application as a Trojan Horse and that program
may have been automatically Quarantined. In this event,
the user may want to restore the valid program. In fact, 1t
1s possible that the act of Quarantining a valid program
may have disconnected the computer from the network
(11 the valid application was an application needed for
network communications). This 1s the reason that the
Unquarantine function 1s made available 1 a resident

agent rather than 1n the same or another plug-in which
would require network connectivity.

b. The anti-Trojan program may have i1dentified a legiti-
mate Trojan Horse and the user may want to restore that
Trojan Horse for some reason. For example, the Trojan
Horse may be a legitimate remote administration tool,
for example, such as PCAnywhere.

Distribution Method

According to one embodiment, the method for providing
online security protection includes distributing a security
product, and more particularly, a particular method for pack-
aging and delivering the anti-Trojan program to an online
user’s information handling system. In one example, the anti-
Trojan program 1s packaged as a web browser plug-1n.

Currently, there exist several different Internet browsers
that are commonly used to access the Internet from a com-
puter. These browsers include Microsoit’s Internet Explorer
(IE), Netscape’s Netscape browser and America Online’s
AOL Browser. All of these browsers use plug-ins to dynami-
cally add code to the browser to enhance the respective
browser’s functionality. The plug-ins are packaged 1n a way
that 1s well defined for the particular browser.

When the browser accesses a web-site where the online
security plug-in 1s stored (1.e., hosted), the plug-in downloads
and 1s added to the browser to enhance the browser’s capa-
bilities with the on-line security protection measures. Internet
Explorer implements plug-ins as ActiveX controls. Netscape
refers to plug-ins as Netscape AOL uses both, the ActiveX
controls for older AOL browsers and the Netscape plug-ins
for their newer browsers.

Plug-ins, by their nature, are designed to be automatically
downloaded when a user accesses a particular web page.
ActiveX controls use a single dialog that the user must inter-
act with 1n order to accept and install the plug-in. Netscape
plug-1ns use different installers that use one or more dialogs to
install the plug-in. Once the plug-in 1s downloaded and
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installed, the plug-in 1s cached on the end-user’s system and
1s activated whenever the user returns to the same web site.

According to one embodiment of the present disclosure,
the method of providing online security includes restructur-
ing the online financial session so that a web site user 1s
directed to a page immediately prior to or during the online
financial transaction that will load the online security protec-
tion download and 1nstall the anti-Trojan program plug-in at
the appropriate point during the transaction or session. Once
the plug-1n has been downloaded, the user can also be pro-
tected by executing or runming the anti-Trojan program there-
aiter on the user’s machine, for example, either periodically,
continuously, or some combination thereof.

According to one embodiment of the present disclosure,
the plug-in can be verified when 1t 1s started to determine
whether or not 1t has been tampered with. This 1s important
since the anti-Trojan plug-in 1s intended to guard against
malicious code and the malicious code may attempt to defend
itself by altering the anti-Trojan plug-in. There are numerous
techniques for determining whether or not the anti-Trojan
program has been tampered with.

A user could also be protected by runming the anti-Trojan
plug-in prior to the login sequence of the online financial
transaction or banking session. Such a deployment of the
anti-Trojan plug-in would render the anti-Trojan protection
available to all those users who might simply be browsing
rather than to the specific customers who have valid logins on
a particular financial 1nstitution’s web site. However, there
are other ways to determine if the user 1s a member of the web
site besides waiting for the user to login to the web site, e.g.
cookies left on the user’s system when they register. There-
fore, the specific page on which the anti-Trojan plug-in 1is
hosted and the time during the sequence when the plug-in 1s
downloaded depend upon the policy of the company hosting
the transaction. By developing a specific procedure, such as

discussed herein below, the financial institution can protect
all of i1ts customers when the customers visit the financial
istitution’s web site. Accordingly, the financial institution
can thus provide a value added service.

In another embodiment of the present disclosure the anti-
Trojan program 1s an executable program. The procedure 1s
very similar to the procedure followed with a plug-in. One
difference 1s that while the plug-in executes within the context
of the Internet browser, the executable program does not.
Another difference 1s that while the plug-1n 1s cached auto-
matically so that it does not have to be downloaded after the
first download, the executable program must either be written
so that 1t remains 1n memory or it must depend upon the
operating system to cache the program.

Benefits of the Present Disclosure

The method of online security protection of an online
transaction as discussed herein provides at least several key
benefits that are unique. These benefits include single-click
security, universal compliance, and continual reassurance.
Each benefit 1s listed herein below with further elaboration on
the method of the present disclosures.

With respect to the benefit of single-click security, most
security products require a great deal of user interaction and
knowledge for the user to properly configure and use them.
The method of the present disclosures allows the security
product, such as the anti-Trojan program, to be used with
virtually no user knowledge or interaction of the security
product 1itself. The method of the present embodiments sim-
plifies the user’s interaction by requiring a single “click”. For
example, the method includes asking a user once during an
online session 1f the user wishes to download the anti-Trojan
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program. Upon acceptance of the download, the method
allows the security product to work automatically to protect
the user.

With respect to universal compliance, most security soft-
ware products have to be installed by the user and then they
have to be updated periodically. If a compact disk (CD) with
a security product on 1t 1s mailed to a million users, only a
small percentage of those users will install 1t and use 1t. The
online security product of the present disclosure 1s “automati-
cally” distributed and installed by the user during an online
transaction session at a company web site. As a result, all
users of the particular company web site desiring to perform
one or more online transactions are protected.

With respect to a continual reassurance, users can be peri-
odically and/or continually reminded, for example, via a
security emblem or 1con or other suitable means, that they are
being protected by the online transaction security protection
product embodiments of the present disclosure. Accordingly,
the method continually reassures users and provides a mar-
keting advantage over other non-protected online transaction
providers.

Although only a few exemplary embodiments have been
described in detail above, those skilled 1n the art will readily
appreciate that many modifications are possible in the exem-
plary embodiments without materially departing from the
novel teachings and advantages of the embodiments of the
present disclosure. Accordingly, all such modifications are
intended to be included within the scope of the embodiments
of the present disclosure as defined in the following claims. In
the claims, means-plus-function clauses are intended to cover
the structures described herein as performing the recited

function and not only structural equivalents, but also equiva-
lent structures.

What 1s claimed 1s:

1. A method, comprising:

while a program i1s running on an information handling

system 1n a manner that permaits the program to infect the
information handling system, the information handling,
system calculating a first score and a second score,
wherein the first score 1s indicative of the likelihood that
the program 1s malicious, wherein the second score 1s
indicative of the likelihood that the program 1s valid, and
wherein the calculating includes running a detection
routine that performs a call to an application program-
ming interface (API) of an operating system of the infor-
mation handling system to gather information about the
program, wherein the first score 1s calculated based on
welghted results of those ones of a first plurality of
detection routines that indicate a likelihood that the pro-
gram 1s malicious, and wherein the second score 1s cal-
culated based on weighted results of those ones of a
second plurality of detection routines that indicate a
likelihood that the program 1s valid; and

the information handling system categorizing the program

with respect to the likelihood of the program infecting
the information handling system, wherein the categoriz-
ing includes categorizing the program as valid code
based on the second score being above a threshold value,
regardless of the first score.

2. The method of claim 1, wherein the threshold value 1s a
valid threshold value, the method further comprising catego-
rizing another program running on the information handling
system as malicious code based on 1ts first score being above
a malicious threshold value and 1ts second score being below

the valid threshold value.
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3. The method of claim 1, further comprising repeating the
calculating and the categorizing with respect to each of a
plurality of other programs running on the information han-
dling system.

4. The method of claim 1, wherein calculating the first >
score ncludes running the detection routine and running
another routine that examines a binary image of the program,
wherein results of the detection routines are used to calculate
the first score.

5. The method of claim 1, further comprising categorizing 1
another program running on the information handling system
as suspicious code based on corresponding first and second
scores for the other program, wherein the suspicious code 1s
code that 1s not 1dentifiable as malicious code or valid code.

6. The method of claim 1, wherein the program is a thread. 1°

7. A non-transitory computer-readable storage medium
storing 1nstructions executable by a computer system to:

calculate a first score and a second score, wherein the first

score 1s indicative of a likelihood that a program running,

on the computer system is malicious, wherein the first 2¢
score 1s calculated based on weighted results of those
ones of a first plurality of detection routines that indicate

a likelihood that the program 1s malicious, wherein the
second score 1s 1mdicative of a likelihood that the pro-
gram 1s valid, wherein the second score 1s calculated 23
based on weighted results of those ones of a second
plurality of detection routines that indicate a likelithood
that the program 1s valid, and wherein calculating the
first score or the second score 1s based on a result from
running a detection routine that performs a call to an 39
application programming interface (API) of an operat-
ing system of the computer system to gather information
about the program; and

categorize the program as valid code based on a compari-

son of the second score to a valid threshold value, 3>
regardless of the first score.

8. The non-transitory computer-readable storage medium
of claim 7, wherein the 1nstructions do not prevent infection
of the computer system by the program, and wherein the
instructions are executable to calculate the second score Y
based on weighted results of those ones of a plurality of
detection routines that indicate that the program 1s valid.

9. The non-transitory computer-readable storage medium
of claim 7, wherein the 1nstructions do not prevent infection
of the computer system by the program, and wherein the first 4>
score 1s based at least i part on a result of a first detection
routine that 1s executable to examine a binary image of the
program.

10. The non-transitory computer-readable storage medium
of claim 7, wherein the instructions are executable to catego- >
rize the program as valid based on the second score exceeding
the valid threshold value, regardless of whether the first score
exceeds a malicious threshold value.

11. The non-transitory computer-readable storage medium
of claim 7, wherein the mstructions are executable to catego-
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rize the program as malicious based on a comparison of the
first score to a malicious threshold value and a comparison of
the second score to the valid threshold value.

12. A non-transitory computer-readable storage medium
storing 1nstructions that, 11 executed by a computing device,

cause the computing device to:

perform a plurality of detection routines to gather informa-
tion relating to a program running on the computing
device, wherein the plurality of detection routines
includes a detection routine that performs a call to an
application programming interface (API) of an operat-
ing system to gather information about the program;

calculate a first score based on weighted results of those
ones of the plurality of detection routines that indicate a
likelihood that the program 1s malicious;

calculate a second score based on weighted results of those

ones o the plurality of detection routines that indicate a
likelihood that the program 1s valid; and

categorize the program as valid based on a comparison of

the second score to a valid threshold value, regardless of
the first score.

13. The non-transitory computer-readable storage medium
of claim 12, wherein the instructions are not executable to
prevent infection of the computing device by the program,
and wherein the mstructions are executable to categorize the
program as valid based on determining that the second score
1s above the valid threshold value, regardless of whether the
first score 1s above or below a malicious threshold value.

14. The non-transitory computer-readable storage medium
of claim 12, wherein the instructions are further executable by
the computing device to:

categorize the program as malicious based on a compari-

son of the first score to the malicious threshold value and
a comparison of the second score to the valid threshold
value.

15. The non-transitory computer-readable storage medium
of claim 14, wherein the instructions are executable to cat-
egorize the program as malicious based on the first score
exceeding the malicious threshold value and the second score
not exceeding the valid threshold value.

16. The non-transitory computer-readable storage medium
of claim 12, wherein the structions are executable by the
computing device to categorize the program as suspicious
based at least in part on the first and second scores.

17. The non-transitory computer-readable storage medium
of claim 12, wherein the instructions are executable by the
computing device to calculate the second score based on a
first detection routine that evaluates a binary image of the
program.

18. The non-transitory computer-readable storage medium
of claim 17, wherein the instructions are executable by the
computing device to calculate the second score also based on
a second detection routine that gathers information about the
program Irom an operating system of the computing device.
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